E

O

DOCUMENT RISUMFE

ED 046 3u5 HF 001 930
rUTHOR Johnsgon, D. Gale

mTmLE P Rrating of “raduate Proqrans,

TNSTITUTION Pnerican Council on Flucatior, Washinaton, D.7,

pPB LA™E 70

NOTF fUn.; ? Report of the rmerican Touncil on ¥FAucation
SNBSS PRICE PN™S Drice 4T-%0,f% pT-F1, 2C

DFSTRIPTORS Poctoral Deqgrres, *Fducational Ouality, *Fvalnation,

*3raduate Study, *Hioher Tducation, #*Surveys

ARSTRACT

This vaper precsents the results of a 19€Q survev of
tl¢ quality of graduate proarars in the "pited States (an earlier
survey was made in 1974y, The ratinas of araduate oroarams are tased
upon responses to questionnaires distrihuted to faculty pembers:
resoonients vere asked to give their ovinion on Iraduate faculty
quality usina the classifications: nMistinaquished, Strona, food,
ddeauate, Marginal, anl not sufficient for doctoral trainino. The
respondent was instructed not to rate more than £ departments as
Jistinquished, This vpaver examines: (1) the diffarences hetween the
1964 anil 196° surveys; (2) the chanaes in evaluations of Adepartnents
at the University of Chicaao: (3) the nurher of tov-ranked
departments in 1964 and 1€€%; and (U} the changes in rankings letwveen
1064 and 1972, Comparirons are alro mate haced on tbhe departments
ranked in tte *top 10 and the top 1%, On the basis of this =survev,
Perkolay ind Harvard were first, followed hv Yrle, Chicago, Stanford,
and Princeton. The appendiix 4iscusres the vroblem of veighting **c
various discinlines, and the possibility o€ weichting the mador
divisions: (humanities, social sciences, nhysical seciences, and
hiololy) hy *the percoentage of Joctorates avarded §n the arts anA
sciences in 19¢F, (AD)
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TH'S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REFRODUCED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM THE PERSON OR
ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT POINTS Qf
VIEW DR OPINIONS STATED DO NO1 NECES

SARILY REPRESENT OF FICIAL OFFICE OF EDU

CATION POSITION OR POLICY

A RATING OF GRADUATE PROGRAMS

A Report of the American Council on Education
An Analysis by D. Gale Johnson¥*

The second in a series of surveys of the quelity of graduate education was
undertaken under the auspices of the American Council on Education. The most
recent survey was undertaken in 1969 while the first was for 1964,

A Rating of firaduate Programs presents the results of the second survey

of the quality of graduate programs In the United States. The earlier survey
was based on data collected in 1964 while the most recent survey was made in
1969. The ratings of graduate programs are based upon responses to question-
naires distributed to faculty members; respondents were asked to give their
opinion of the quality of the graduate faculty and could cla sify a given
department as Distinguished, Strong, Good, Adequate, Marginal and not suf-
ficient for doctoral training. The respondent was instructed not to rate more
than five departments as Distinguished.

There are a number of differences in the presentation of the results of
the two surveys. 1In 1964 the number of arts and science disciplines surveyed
was 25; in 1969 the rumber of disciplines Included was 32, Major changes in
disciplines were made in the humanities and biological sciences. In 1964
there were approximately the same number of disciplines surveyed in each of
the major divisions of the arts and sciences. However, the 1963 survey pre-
sents Information for 10 disciplines i the humanities and biological sciences,
7 in the social sciences and 5 in the physical sciences. Psychology was

categorized as a biological science in 1964 and as a social science In 19A3.

*D, Gale Johnson 18 Processor in the Depavtnent of Econcmics
at The University of Chicago. His analysis responds to widerpread
fnterest of faculty in such university rankings. He enphasizes,
arowever, that rankings of this nature are fimperfect,
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A second important difference in the presentation of the ratings is
absence of the average departmental score by university department in 1969;
in 1964 an average departmental score was derived from the ratings given by
the respondents. A third important difference is that the distinction between
Distinguished and Strong was not made in 1969, The primary common element in
the presentation of the results of the two surveys is the ranking by univer-
sities of those cepartments that received average scores of 3,0 or more.

My purpose in preparing this note is primarily to give some perspectives
on the changes in evaluations of graduate programs over the perliod from 1964
to 1969, with special attention to The University of Chicago.l While it Is
possible to make comparisons of the relative standings of the graduate pro-
grams in the arts and sciences amony the top universities--and some are
presented later--the indications of changes in the evaluations are probably
subJect to less error than are the relative rankings of the various universities.

A. Changes in Evaluations of Depart-
ments at The University of Chicago

Though departmental scorus were not pub'ished, each university included
in the ratings was provided with the average scores for {ts departments. Based
on this Information as well as the published data, some of the changes In the
evaluation of departments at the University of Chicago bewween 1964 and 1969
can be shown.

Number of departments ranked as Distinguished: [n the 1964 surve, an

average score for the quality of the graduate faculty of more than 4.0 re-
sulted In a ranking of Distinguished. In 1964 there were seven departments
ranked as Distinguished; in 1969 five additionel departments were so ranked

and each of the seven so ranked in 1964 retalned that ranking.

]The two surveys include ratings of engineering departments but do not

include ratings of other professional schools. All of the comments in this
note refer only to the arts and science disciplines.
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Changes in departmental scores: Of the 25 departments that were in-

c¢luded in both surveys, 13 departments received higher scores, 7 the same

score and 4 had lower scores in the recent survey.

Number of departments in tha top five and top ten: In 1964 25 depart-
ments were ircluded In the survey, At that time Chicago had 7 departnents
in the top five departments and 13 in the top ten. In 1969 32 departments
were included in the survey end 1" of the Chicago departments were in the top
five and 22 in the top ten. In both cases the increase in number of top
ranked departments was substantially greater than would have been expected
due to the increase in the number of departments included in the survey.

B. Comparison of the Number of Top
Ranked Departments, 1964 and 1969

One comparison that can be made from the data provided in the 1964 and
1968 surveys is of the number of departments at different universities that
were in a given ri:lative position, such as the top 5 and top 10, The top five
approximates the category of Distingulshed departments as used In the 196h
survey, while the top 10 includes the Distinguished departments and the best
of the departments that were formerly rated as Strong (with average scores
from 3.0 to 4.0), In the following tabulation universities are ranked by
the number of departments in the top five departments; in the case of ties that
Include the fifth or tenth ranked department, all departments were Included
that are so tied,

[t Is clear rhat Berkeley and Harvard had a substantially targer pro-
portion of their departments ranked in the top five In both 1964 and 1969

than any of the other universities. |In 1969 Chicaqo had the third largest

number, followed closely by Yale, Stanford and Princeton, Again for 1969 in
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BLE 1

NUMBER OF HIGH RANKING OEPARTMENTS FOR SELECTED UNIVERSITIES

Number of Departments

University Top Five Top Ten”
1969 1964 1969 1964
University of Callfornia,

Berkeley 28 23 30 24
Harvard 27 22 29 24
Chicago 14 7 22 12
Yale 13 9 22 14
Stanford 12 5 21 15
Princeton 12 § 17 14
Michlgan 10 7 1¢ 16
MIT 8 3 13 7
CALIFORNIA Inst. of Tech, 8 5 9 8
Columbla 5 6 13 15
Wisconsin 8 7 19 17
Cornell 3 2 17 9
Pannsylvanla 2 3 10 7
Mlinols h 2 8 7
New York Unlversity ) 0 3 \

%
Onty seven Russian departments were individually ranked.
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terms of the departments ranked in the top 10, Berkeley and Harvard leud,
though the distance between them and the next several universities Is not so
great as in the case of the top five departments,

Because of the difference in the number of departments included in the
1964 and 1969 surveys, a direct comparison of the change in the number ot
departments In the top five or top ten Is somewhat difficult to interpret. As
noted above, 25 departments were Included in 1964 and 32 in 1969. Only two of the

high ranking universities (Chicago and Stanford) had an Increase of seven in

the number of top five departments between 1964 and 1969; Berkeley
and Harvard each had an incrcase of five., Chicago had the largest
increase In the number of departments in the top ten--10--followed
by Corncll with eight, Berkeley and Stanford with six, and Harvard

with five.
C. Chanjes fn Rankings, 1964 to 1963

Comparisons of the number of departments rated as among the top 5 or
top 10 implies no distinctions among the departments within each category. |In
the absence of average scores by department and university, it Is possible to
differentiate and aggregate the data by assigning a score to each department
based on its actual ranking as first, second, third or any other rank. Two
such comparisons, with an emphasis upon change between 1964 and 1969, have been
made. One Is based upon the departments that were ranked from first %o tenth
and the other upon departments ranked from first to fifteenth. Ir the first
case a department that was ranked first was gliven a score of 10, a second
rank a score of 9, and so on untll the tenth ranked department wis glven a
score of one; departments ranked lower than tenth recelved no score. In the
second case the first ranked department received a score of 15 and each de-

partment ranked between second and fifteenth received scores of 14 down to 1.
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The scores so derived can be summed either for each university or for the
four broad areas within the arts and sciences (humanities, social sciences,
binlogical sciences and physical scliences).

There are two problems In the comparison of such total scores. One is
that the number of disciplines surveyed within the broad divisions of the arts
and sciences Is a function of the extent to which specializetion has resul ted
ir the creation of separate fields for the Ph.D. Thus the physical scliences
are represented by only five disclplines, while there are ten each in the
humanities and biological sciences. Thus to total the scores for a university
as a whote is, in effect, giving twice as much weight to the humanities than
to the physical s.iences. A geaeral guide to the appropriate welghts by
division might be the distribution of doctorates awarded. In 1966 the approxi-
mate number of doctorates awarded were: Physical sciences, 3;800; social
sclences (including history)}, 3,300; humanities, 1,800 and biological sclences
(excluding agriculture), 2,300, Thus in terms of relative emphasis In
graduate education, the physical and social sciences shoﬁld have significantly
greater weight than the humanities or blologlcal sclences, Except for a cal-
culation included In an appendlx note, the calculations presented in Tables

2 and 3 weight the four divlsions equaliy.

Comparisons Based on the Departments

Ranked In the Top Ten and Top Fiftecun

In the next two tables the higher the total score, the hlgher Is the im-
plied ranking of a unlversity's graduate faculty. In these two tables the
average scores, based on equal weigh. for each of the four divisions, are

glven for 1964 and 1969. The average scores for each division for each included
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TABLE 2

AVERAGE SCORES BY UNIVERSITY FOR. DEPARTMENTS BASED ON TOP TEN
RANKED DEPARTMENTS, 1964 and 1869

Average Score Change
University 1964 to
1969 1964 1969
Ber keley 7.63 8.20 -0.63
Harvard 7.48 8.50 -1.02
Yate 3.94 ".03 -0.09
Lhicaga 3.8b 2.86 +1.00
Stanford 3.64 2,06 +0.98
Princeton 3.44 3,72 -0.28
Michigan 3.01 2.47 +0.54

Wissonsin z.65 3.10 -0.45
Columbla 1.8z 2.88 -1.08




TABLE 3

AVERAGE SCORES BY UNIVERSITY FOR DEPARTMENTS BASED ON TOP
FIFTEEN RANKED DEPARTMENTS, 1964 AND 1969

Average Score Change
Unfversity 1964 to
1969 1964 1969
Berkeley 12.50 13.19 -0.69
Harvard 11.93 13.22 -1.29
Yale 7.93 7.75 +0.18
Chizago 7.59 5.80 +1.79
Stanford 7.4 6.06 +1.35
Princeton 6.77 6.41 +0.36
Wisconsin 6.43 7.33 -0.90
Michigan 6.37 6.01 +0.36

Columbia 5.35 €.18 -0.83
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university are given in tebles at the end of this note.I The change in average
scores from 1964 to 1969 are also given.

Perhaps a word is in order concerning «ne interpretation of the size of
the average scores. In the scores based ca the top ten ranked departmerts, if
all departments in a given university were rciked first the score would be 10;
if all departments were in the top ten and the average ranking were flve the
university score would be 6. For the scores based on the top fifteen depart-
ments, a similar interpretation holds though the maximum score is increased
to 15 and the score fo- a university with an average ranking of five would be 11,

Tables 2 and 3 are based on the average ranks of derartnents by university
for the nine universities that ranked highest 11 1964 based on average de-
partmental scores. In 1964 the rankii gs based on average departmental scores
were {arvard, Berkeley, Yale, Princeton, Chicago, Stanford, Wisconsin, Miciigan
and Columbia.

The averages of tha scores bascd on the rankings of the top ten depart-
ments (Table 2) indicate that Six universities suffered declines, with the
largest declines being for Harvard and Colurbia. A decline of 1.00 implies
an average decline in departmental ranking of one position. Chicago and Stan-
ford increased their average deparimental ranking by ore, based on the
top ten ranked departments.

The averages of scores based on the rankings of the top fifteen depart-
ments (Table 3) show much the same picture. Four universities had a decline
in average departiental rankings, with Harvard having the largest decline 2nd
Wisconsin the second largest. Princeton had a small increase in score betwesn
1964 and 1969 based on the top fifteen departments in contrast to a small de-

cline when scores were based on the top ten departments., Chicago and Stanford

Q ‘The scores are averaged rather than totalled for two reasons: First, to
[E l(:‘ avoid difference in scores due to the number of disciplines inctuded in the two

surveys, and, second, to facilitate the weighting of the divisions to arrive at

oo o . ;
an average for an entire university.
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had substantial Increases in average scores, with Chicago having the largest

Increase when the top fifteen departments are Included and Stanford the

largest Increase based on_the top ten departments,

Clearly the distance bétween the top two
universities (Harvard and Berkeley) and the next four fYale, Chicago,

Stanford and Princeton) was diminished over the five year period.
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APPENDIX NOTE

The authors of A Rating of Graduste Programs state (page 33): ‘'There

still exist serfous difficulties in determining how disciplines should be
weighted. Should classics count as heavily as psychology or electrical
engineering?' There is no doﬁbt that a serious problem exists. In the pre-
vious material it has been assumed that there sivould be no distinctions in
weighting among departments in the same division of the arts and sciences
and that each of the divisions (humanities, socia! sciences, physicel
sciences and tiology) should be, in turn, given equal weight. There are
other reasonable welghting systems that could be used. One is the distribu-
tion of graduate students among disciplines as measured by the number of
doctorates awarded in recent years. It would be possible to weight each
depurtment or disclipiine by the percentage of all doctorates in the arts
and sciences awarded in a glven year or period. The other possibility, and
the one illustrated here, is to weight the major divisions by the percentage
of doctorates awarded In the arts and scliences in |966.l

Based on the 1966 data on doctorates awarded approximately 34 per cent
of the degrees in arts and sciences were in the physical sciences, 30 per
cent in the social sclences, 20 per cent in the humanities and 16 per cent

in the biological sciences. In Appendix Tables 1 and 2 the average

lThe data are from the National Academy of Sciences, Doctorate Re-
ciplents from United States Universities, 1958-1966 (Wasiington, 19677, pp-
T0-T1. Doctorates In agriculture and forestry have been excluded from the
hiological sciences and history has been included as a social science since
it Is so designated in A Rating of Graduate Programs, Degrees In englneering
are not included.
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departmental scores {based on rankings} for each division are weighted by

these percentages to arrive at a university average score. As is evident

from Appendix Tables the method of vieighting used does make a difference.
Appendix Table | is based on departments ranked in the top ten and is thus
comparable to Table 2, except for the difference in welghting. Appendix

Table 2 is based on the scores for the tog fifteen departments and is com-
parable to Table 3 above. Appendix Tables 2 and 3 also include the average
departmental scores by dlvision based on the rankings of the disciplines within
each division for nine universities. These average departmental scores by
division were used to derive the results in Tables 2 and 3.

The maJor effect of the weighting of the divisions by the proportion
of doctorates awarded In the arts and sciences was to change the rankings of
Yale and Chicago in 1969 for scores based on either ten or fifteen depart-
ments. Chicago ranks third and Yale fourth when weighting by national

doctorate production is used.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1

Average Scoreas of 10 Top Ranked Departments by Divisions
and by Universities with Divisicns Weight=2d by Doctorates
Awarded ln 1966.

Division N
A~1969 Barvard Berkeley VYale Chicago Stanf'd Princton Wis., Mich. Colum.
Humanities 7.65 7.45 6.50 3.45 2.00 5.60 1.90 3.25 3.35
Soc. Sci. 7.21 7.79 4.33 6.50 3.36 2,14 3.36 6.21 2.14
Biology 5.95 6.80 2.35 1.70 4.40 0.50 3.45 2.40 0.00
Phy. Sci. 8§.60 8.50 2.00 3.80 4.80 5.50 1.90 0.20 1.890
Wefghted

Average Score 7.57 7.80 3.83 4,20 3.74 3.71 2,59 2.97 1.92
B-1964

Humanities 9.590 8.34 7.00 1.67 0.33 6.25 2.42 2.25 4.08
Sec. Sci. 8.14 7.93 5.21 6.35 2.93 2.43 .07 4.00 3.78
Blology 7.57 7.89 1.71 0.00 2.86 0.00 4,14 2,86 0.14
Phy. Sci. 8.80 8.50 2.20 3.40 4.00 6.20 1.70 0.60 3.50
Weighted

Average Score 8,55 8.23 3.98 3.40 2.86 4.09 2.96 2.31 3.16

Difference
19691964 ~-0.98 -0.43 -G.15 +0.80 +0.88 -0.38 -0.37 +0.66 -1.34
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

Average Scores of 15 Top Ranked Departments by Divisions
and Ly Universities with Divisions Weighted by Doctorates
Awarded in 1966,

Division

A-1¢69 Harvard Berkeley Yale Chicago Stanf'd Princt'n Wis. Mich. Celu
Humanities 12,45 12.45 11.50 7.25 5.35 10.10 4.85 7.40 7.00
Soc. Sci. 11.51 12.81 8.86 10.80 7.08 4.93 8.01 11.23 5.51
Biology 2.95 11.25 5.45 3.70 8.40 1.95 6.95 4.85 2.50
Phy. Sci. 13,60 13.50 5.90 8.60 8.80 10.10 5.90 2.00 6.50

Weighted Average

Score 12,20 12,72 7.84 8.21 7.53 7.24 6,49 6.30 5.6¢6
B-1¢64

Jumanities 14,50 13.590 11.50 6.17 3.33 9.42 6 17 6.25 6.83
Soc. Sci. 12,71 13.06 8.92 10.64 6.78 5,28 9.35 9.00 7.64
Biology. 11.85 12.71 3.57 0.70 6.14 0.35 7.71 5.76 1.86
Phy. Sci. 13,80 13.50 7.00 7,40 8.00 10.60 6,10 3.10 8.40
Veighted

Average Score 13,30 13.24 7.93 7,05 6.40 7.13 7.3° 5.92 6.81

Difference
1969--1964 -1.10 ~0.52 -0.09 +1.16 +1.13 40,11 -0.46 +40.38 ~-1.15




